



(Hie (Bazette of ^tidici 


^|f||yRU| 


EXTRAORDINARY 

»TFT ni—ms 4 
PART in—Section 4 

yTftWTT wf$ra 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 



Tf° 43 ] R? T^Fft, '*j(PFlfiraK, 3P1RT 13, 1998/#IUM 22, 1920 

No. 43 ] NEW DELHI, THURSDAY, AUGUST 13,1998/SRAVANA 22,1920 


grftrq^ni 

^ 13 3TTO3, 1998 

wron totr Rfkfaro, 

1963 (1963 TO 38) 4ft *1KT 48, 49 3ffc 50 SIR 4lfafa TO ufal 
WR&3H 3*ii WT^w%%ft fafcn 

3THRfUfalRWt T^P^RIapjklfarWI t, falT fa RWR 

k* 4(r^l<a Ptiqi I PTI % I 

Hismin 

RHTHT^t. it. 3. 1JTT. xft-./6/97-IHT^ Ttc't 
3^$ TOR • 4 (i+f .... „ 

arofa 

(27 3^ 1998 WtRlfa) 

TORTtotc^ tortow(MBPT) Pufarroroffti 

TTRtTOT % TOF& TOR ^ "331 % I 

2. '5TTT yi&4r%^RR4TTORiR'TOjffa 

toV-wi #ra*ff w) Wt % fat* ^tR^rfom farm toit «ui tor 
faqfaqf wt irfanr % srjito ' 34 : 3 M tor TO 1 qfts 

TJTO^ %TOT"ft* 'TOlTORI Mtli r 4!R3 HtII %"?TT*T 4TO 

^JRR 3TOR^ 3*tf 3 18 ^ 98 Wt 4ft 4$ I 


3. faifRR TOTTft ftf TOfaR TOT*ft W-WII^Y TO HlffaTOT ft 
3TTR 3TTOft $3*6 ft TORI4 %TO>ft TO^ait 97 fft41< fa4l1 ViRrHRafl 
*r*ft R*ftf ftk wrftqft) ftte ft to$r -otfl 4$ Tjiprafirfl- to faftqRn: 
34$ft 18^98 4ft4ft4^ ft3TO344T^4ft3rfawft'TOftft , i'tftTO 
^ufal KTRfanTOR I 

4. TOfMRTO’T ft H^<Wl-3Tf ^KT TOl fa; 43 far fafa* TO! *4R 

fan :— 

(i) TOTTft ft 90% 3% 4Tlft W-ft TORT4 ftfatfar 4$ 1 111 
3 lFft far TO ft) 3 *^ TO TOT4% 44TC fftTOJT, 4ftfaft 
faftft'TO1H3T4lft%ftt3ftft3Tfft4>f IW^faplft 

4 $ 44R ftk 43 totor ftfk 3 ft) 4ft wm ft 
25.50 wfts 443 % fan % faft ft -m 34 ? fth 
ftftfa faltTftwk' 4$R 3Tfft4?3ftrcj) TOfa I 

(ii) «i§ci ^iftlcii sift % TO44T 3*4 MtM ^TRT '^1' 

fa^irT ftfaft °til( 333^4) ( -3 T e ifafa : 3lRi I I, 

■^ifUn,#-^)wfti^^'^wr»i375'4iwi : ti 

«fRm % 3rrgfafi-3faif3it' 3200 w?nf 

3it ? 6<?i MU t|ofi6t *31 

(iii) W 3TFT’54fal ^ ^R3«T^i 3fa 3?fatf ^ 

^nitn f fa 3TR wto wr fasfa kfa -gfanaff ^ 
"QWrfkWR "51T3T % I 3 ^ Htli ^TTR Wt qlc{l 8 (Pi 
5 ltfi % e H?ifa TOR WTO 'Snw"l Tfasit % Rrt*( 
3 'ifln *flff 4TOi I 


(!)■ 
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(iv) ^SJ?Tr PiTPRP§(1 gpf I anis'nni PIT 

Pitf W ifff 13?k H.W1 pi|$ TfoiflpfTfforpPlff 
ft* % ptp w% ft "gPR tffoT i 
(iv) PPTPTR ?P PRT ^ 3fk PR Plft I for PPPIEPtf 
ptfopf’&pjftpff t I 

5. WPflPRuiT 

PT ft iPFTftpT :— 

(i) ft 1990%PTRa8pfR8PPf%PTRPPtffpforq;PTF) 
%%Rppnfomf i 

(ii) PPTTP HPItH TPIPptf 89% % Pit PT aPPlMl 11 

(iii) pftpp 1995-96 % afPiff PT SITPlfpT 11 pft PR 
1997-98 %aRTP?Sf PTaflPlfipfMftPRP^ 3Tffpr 

ftnn 

(iv) gp: P#PP f R R ft pit PR1PTTT tt 25.50 Pitte 

?pf % fofp pit eqm f pft psrr ppt 11 pff Rppit 
sptp f w ■anrrr f fit pftpp '*1511 arffpr "#111 

(v) 

prrf fMft PPipriff UTO fonR Plf f I 3PT: rpM WT 
•-9141 PiT •dfHlS i +>fll PETRS' foptftd ‘hi*! PiT c t>)^ TTIR 
pftBarrn 

(vi) fo'Mftftf igfapfoapR^ 
RTTR 1 RERRPRHRR,ftRI?TRTTRfher'Trft 
pplpiaif f ITIPf ftwwt I Plfl RlsflftfP Pallet) 
Pit PR619Rfo^TT Weft f PR ff PI *141 f I 3RPTJPpf 
PT Pifo TRT % I 

(vii) yc4«ti pifl Ttft *u**iq pff pt 4 )r 4 a?U a-i^h P^icn 
PiT fopftPRP PiT^ PIT HTPlP't’ I RTT PRETP tt WHIT f 
PEft3?TR»ftl 

(viii)Pi4(ri ftft ■gfopiart PiT prffp arvs <5PPtP Htn stu'i'il 

pr np pt RpnffpiR ftf p> p:ep pff 113mm arMf- 

PR R^lfft f for PPP PiTPft* RfTT folR Plfo pM TTPP ft 
TTFTTPiT %PTT ftST TTT pfo?RT PRRT11 RR% PRTTPT 

pr sbi'+df ft fftfR jTPKpff pit HP fr pft f pft 
Tmiptpp ft fruit 1 

6.1. PTffPR 11 ! % PR ^<g 3TPPIPT t for pip TTP7 iforfopPi Hied 
fpir pff pr Rhri '3ii(ii, pr 1 vuMci phi srp prf 1 pit fIRi pkI 
TfbiT aftr epp f ppp ■gpir ptMt 1 w pfM f -gpf to pw f 

Pit % W1 tf Rfo Pt TIPTfom Pit % folR 3lfot 5Rgir fo^ f; atr 

irafomaift arforfr ^ pff ft 11 
6.2 pifopspppnp^fofvPiiRii wtf^P^apfoirm'stiap^tr, 
pfo prt^ t) PH ppt writ % foiR 1 appp’ Cwifl «ihi pts^i') ft 
1J51T <<^<11 I ”^foi PlfPTP f PlffpRP ^pt Pifo pi<4 % folR PTPP 
TO Pff t, wfolR w Pifo pfr PK fi PRt % forR P^ TOI 

affprR ■grfwr rstit t, pip p? T’fo: prfoRnft purpti 


6.3 ^ppp'^pnPFP^Tpfonfptft for^forpi^rfopr 

PR^PI Pil4 foft PajPIRl SKI folR pic) t RPfolR fosft PPPRPRH 
PlPRSPrI^PRt%f^^ (^PPP^PTR) fol^RTIPWPPT 
PUR IW Tfof f Pf HI "Hi *t<ifl 5! ‘II for Pi<ifl P^Pilil pit 

■RP^ PPP-PIP Pit foafol Ptfopt ff PPPIf Pil4 Pilt %RIR apjPfi 
ft aiilftt Pn^ PPP 'PIPSKr cii5^)P foPlPllflft I^ M c fiR'^ 
■gp^ ppp "^pip tp ppp tf pft fon^ptftpf tf 3 tp 4 pit p4pt -gpp 
pff pr ppim 1 pmfo, pfo P7 w foiwforit ^ P4P prt -gpp pspit ft 
■0115611 ft pp pptppT % ppp % fofRft Pi41 pajPiR pit Rrr't pit 
sigpfo ft % foiR ft^ stp^p tPR RFir ^PiflR 1 TP fo^P tr 
ap^itpr t' gpf wr 'PTP pit 3TPt 1R5T Pit pffotr PRpt afofora t 

at? pt ft pt <3 F^Pti, ^Pipgpf atr Tifrppp aAnSPidi prpfp fopfftp 
pit pt foprpp % pp f fiPid ■^nrtrp rtpt pppppriif fr ant pit 

argpff % pit *f ant pffppf pit tip it 1 ppIppi ft fofR PP ^[d 
ftft for pt 3rpft ppt fr foRft ft foft^pppppRit pit WR 1 

6.4 3TT^r4pilPi't u i fr jum p^^pf "PiP pit pit^ P 54 
pro: pff 11 Tt fof^r foftre sfrt pppp?: #n ftpr 1 ptcppt 
aTrgfoprrgfoPTaRt fr % RdR arffRpp fofpr aforfoRiftPl; aifti 

w PIT PPiPT 11 ftPT for 3TTf RP RP R ?TP T^ftPT folPT PPI f for 
appRirpi PfRiPift % pip 3Rpjj \jjjt pa piTf ftpi?ppfTft?rnjpfoiR 
pfor frttp % foiR Pfffes pptppir f 1 pfo p^f Mis ftfoff tf 
r nPiPfod : pipit ft pf frpptrfoiR trmftpr fort p^tr rpr 

3TRTP^3fR3n^PlPi gfoPTRPTPTPvtl 

6.5 TrrMfrptft^ftPpppppf pit Pifet ft ppffp rptip atU 
Tptr wptp pri fMitPRP PRt % RPITP P5T Pim f foRj TP 

prrf frfoiR'gRj ppp ftpTprrftPT apPTPPrf 1 ppg Pippprfpr 
pftftmr, pptpp-^ tfpr «36i pisftppff t, ^Ipt for ar^ rprp 
r rtr ■gpp foPT ppt % afk 4 pt for TPt wt % arfop % %r 5 
(vii)f’gnP foPTPprt.fopffoRPPRfpppft^PPP'iPTP 
^p PTcT Pit PTPPpft PTf for Pf PT ft WTRP5PT PPTR5' fopfftlT pit 
pr fop^p tr pp ft fnTO w^ttp ppp PppppRifatt % 3jfoPT pit 
argpfo % pit f -srft mRipp if 1 

6.6 ftFi r g T, p itlf pt apfopitl^piiPTTPPriTO^PftftPPrft 

'■f aftr^PT PlffPRP^% fofopn TPT % 3fg^p ft ftPT for PR wtp 
ppp p^pif pit PRRhftP pp ^ pfaftft pr pt ft Pirf % Mr 
gRPTTPipp -fk flf^ilRrlPi ifol^P^PTPPTftPT for?P 

sift ft’^PRT^pfr'roftpr ftpftt 1 aW: wpep^f^upppi: 

R^PPT wrofoRPlfo^ffP fft JTrHIPRPTPPTfpTPr pffftPT: — 
7. P^KI: attr PPT foR PR PTlft it foHfflftaP fo4P Mr PR 

t; 

(i) Ptft Ptf^-TPPRf 90%Piti|f5PRf ^ppfppPPTTP 

PBt argftfel forpr pupt f I 

(ii) P?“ arjffop W PP#f fr artpffo % for ap^fopr 
(gfopratr^pit ppqrfpp pr 4 fr forRpfoTTTaiffr 'Pfpfrp 
ff Rffomr pit^ uiiRpt fopft ft pptppr fr Mr pf Rgi?rr 
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(iii) a^ftyr tu#rt % nl arsq^r $ % 

tM 3 ^ Hwn wf ^ ^ tW^rcr if^HTaff % 

frwmrr^ vflyfli ^i *ft Rqtw %fir? 

^JrfnfWr f^> ’TF '$tT HIH^ 9lfa ! ti< u l%'3TP^?T% 
XTSfi- qif % -qT^ ^ tP?q ^ ^ rirfajT % %q 

apJtttrJFtl 

(iv) frafa ’31$ " 5 ^ to -s 7m sra yqifafl 

^"aiTtr'^I i qi% Pi 41 W^kI ski ^ 1 ^, tj«(i 4 tH 

gin <sfHfl, ^tprjpl tiitoM awi^oi "qn^-s 

ftnfftu fH unrpt i fowl (^jwi 

,;; qRT) ^tf#h tim HWfrqiTiiarf % ^ srjjh Pa % 

^^3^y^qqi^arq^‘TO^%f^tPiaft H<«rii 
^FTrrf ■qjt w4 ^1 ;n j;uftT ^ ^ "4” trffciqf qj) 

ttZPTT fWl I ftitft *f) 3Rtw % fttH ^ 3^H #TT fe 
^ w ’•TPr^r 4’ Riftmri % arr^r % p^fr ■'pf $r*n^ 
Ktt risi’? if ft«# TT^ftaiTT % %3; srgfrq I 

(v) Mif^°h< u i % hKH aiti j i<Kii a^rar^Ti’n, =hl^Ft, 'sfit 

^ tPflajT 

PSf.l<a il ^ %WT‘3TWR ’^isi^^TaTf^R-g^ 
#Tri 

[ri. TT ^^^/ai/IV/143/98] 
t^, 'rim, snzra 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 


3" The proposal to revise theDiy Docking Charges was 

considered in all its aspects by the Authority in its meeting 
today. All the facts stated and information furnished in the 
agenda note, especially the report on the proceedings of the 
joint hearing held in Mumbai on 18 June 98, were fully taken 
into account. 

4. The Authority took note of the following points 
stressed by the users : 

(i) The proposal to increase the charges by 90% will 
cast a heavy burden. Even at the old rate, the MBPT 
charges are more than double of the equivalent 
charges in Singapore, Colombo, etc. With this 
revision, it will iUrther increase. And, when another 
revision takes place, with reference to the 
investment of Rs. 25.50 crores with ADB 
assistance, it will become astronomical. 

(ii) Besides being very expensive, the MBPT Dry Dock 
has no modem facilities (e.g., jet washing, blasting, 
spray painting) and, consequently, is very slow in 
its operation. In a year it handles about 75 vessels 
when it shall be dealing with 200 vessels. 

(iii) The effect of this under-utilisation is compounded 
by the iact that port-craft monopolise the Dry Dock 
facilities. The MBPT loses doubly because port- 
craft do not pay for their services. 

(iv) On top of all this, the efficiency levels are abysmal. 
There are no productivity norms. And, there is no 
indication that they will improve with the increase 
in charges. 

(v) The problems are aggravated by the fact that repair 
berths are not attached to the Docks. 


New Delhi, the 13th August, 1998 
No. TAMP/6/97-BPT. —In exercise of the powers 
conferred by Sections 48, 49 and 50 of the Major Port Trusts 
Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports 
hereby approves the revision of dry docking charges of the 
Mumbai Port Trust as in the Schedule appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
Case No. TAMP/6/97-MBPT 

The Mumbai Port Trust ... Applicant 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 27th day of July 1998) 

This case arises out of a proposal received from the 
Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) for a revision of their Dry Docking 
Charges. 

2. In line with the procedure prescribed by this 
Authority, the proposal was circulated for comments to the 
concerned user-organisations. In accordance with the 
procedure, again, the comments received were communicated 
to the MBPT as feedback information. A joint hearing with the 
Port Trust and the port users was held in Mumbai on 18 June 
1998. 


5. The Authority also took note of the following 
clasification given on behalf of the MBPT; 

(i) The rates are propsed to be revised after 1990, i.e., 
after 8 years. 

(ii) The proposal is based on a deficit of 89% in 
operating costs. 

(iii) The revision is based on 1995-96 figures. If it is 
based on 1997-98 figures, it may have to be much 
more. 

(iv) Again, the revision does not take into account the 
investment of Rs. 25.50 crores with ADB 
assistance. If it is taken into account, the revision 
may have to be much higher. 

(v) The port only rents out space in the Dry Dock. 
Repair works are undertaken by private parties. 
There is, therefore, no question of MBPT 
prescribing productivity norms. 

(vi) The facilities are being modernised at the Dry 
Dock. Users like the INSA, the MANSAA, the 
CSLA have all been consulted. The lighting system 
has been improved. There has been a change from 
the water hydraulic system to the electric system, 
Other improvements are also underway. 
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(vii) There is a proposal attach two repair berths to each 
Dock and privatise their operation. This change 
will result in reduction of costs. 

(Viii) The alleged under-utilisation of the Dry Dock 
facilities is not because of port-crafts monopolising 
them. Verifiable data show that the time taken by 
port-craft adds up only to a small percentage of 
the total. Also, there is a book adjustment involved 
about the costing of the operations relating to port- 
craft. 

6.1. The Authority has taken the stand that, until 
alternative models are developed, it will continue with the 'cost 
plus' approach and effect possible improvement within it. In 
this case, the MBPT has given data t*> substantiate the claims 
towards 'deficit'; and, the users have not challenged the data. 

6.2. It has been the Authority's stated position that it 
will open up the base' (in the 'cost plus' model) also to identify 
irrelCvancies and inefficiencies, if any. Since the Authority is 
not equipped at present to embark upon such an exercise, it 
reserves its reight to take this up later when it becomes fully 
functional. 

6.3. The contention of the MBPT that it shall not be 
held responsible for enforcing any productivity norms, on the 
ground that actual repair works are carried out by private parties, 
is not acceptable. It is relevant in this context to recognise that 
only those private parties who are 'licensed' by the MBPT are 
allowed to take up such repair works in its Dry Docks. That 
being so, the MBPT cannot altogether absolve itself of this 
responsibility in this regard. If, however, it docs so wish to 
absolve itself of this responsibility, then, it must be prepared 
to allow the user to bring in any private party of his choice. In 
the light of this decision, the MBPT is required to review its 
stand and either prescribe just, lai r, and reasonable productivity 
norms or, in the alternative remove its restriction about allowing 
entry only to licensed repairers. It shall be open to a user to 
bring in any private repairer of his choice. 

6.4 The response of the MBPT on the point of 
modernisation is not very categoric. It has to be quite specific 
and time-bound' Obviously, additional investments will be 
required to create modem facilities; and, consequently, costs 
may go up. But, that can be said to be an inevitable contingency. 
As has been pointed out by the INS A there is a built-in scope 
for exploitation since vessels in distress have no choice to go 
elsewhere. If they have necessarily to go to these Dry Docks, it 
may be better for them to pay a higher charge and get modem 
facilities. 


6.5 The reference to the proposal to attach two repair 
berths to each Dock and then to privatise their operation is 
welcome. But, there must be some time limitation to this action. 
But,, it may'not be desirable to hold up the revision till it happens 
as has been suggested by the INS A. And, even while privatising, 
as has been suggested in para 5 (vii) of this Order earlier, the 
MBPT must take care either to prescribe productivity norms 
or, in the alternative, remove its restriction about allowing entry 
only to licensed repairers. 

6.6 The comparison with Singapore, Colombo, etc., 
may be factually correct. And, it may also be in consonance 
with the stated position of the Authority to have as its medium 
and long-term objective to push Indian port tariffs to 
internationally competitive levels. But, it has to be recognised 
that we are still nowhere near this goal. At this stage, therefore, 
it may not be realistic to go in for such comparisons other than 
for spotlighting the high costs. 

7. In the result, and for the reasons give above, the 
following decisions are taken: 

(i) The proposal to increase the Dry Docking Charges 
by 90% is approved. 

(ii) This approval is subject to the understanding that 
execution of the plans to install modem facilities 
will be expedited. It shall be open to any user to 
seek a review of the position in this regard after 
one year of the Authority's Order in this case. 

(iii) This approval is subject to the further 
understanding that execution will be expedited of 
the plans to attach two repair berths to each Dock. 
It shall be open to any user to seek a review of the 
position in this regard after one year of the 
Authority's Order in this case. 

(iv) Irrespective of whether the Dry Dock facilities are 
operated by the MBPT or by private parties, just, 
fair, and reasonable productivity norms shall be 
prescribed by the MBPT. In the alternative, it must 
remove its restriction about allowing entry only to 
licensed repairers and allow the user to bring in 
any private repairer of his choice. It shall be open 
to any user to seek a review of the position in this 
regard after one year of the Authority's Order in 
this case. 

(v) The Authority reserves its right to open up the base' 
at the time of such review, to scrutinise the costs 
to identify irrelevancies and inefficiencies, if any. 

[No. ADVT7IMV/143/98] 
S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
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